This article uses key concepts developed in frame analysis
The impetus for this inquiry into the nature of role-play as a language socialization type of interactional routine was my hearing of reports from two university instructors on what they had judged to be an unusual response to the same role-play scenario. The role-play was run as a language teaching-and-learning exercise; the topic was bullying in middle school; and the participants were asked to play various adult roles, including school principal and parent. In brief, the unusual response that initiated this inquiry was that at least two participants in two out of four administrations of what was essentially the same bullying role-play scenario opted to do what in theatrical terms is generally called breaking character but what in this discussion I identify more specifically as breaking role and more generally as breaking frame (cf. Goffman, 1974 Goffman, /1986 ). The role-play participants in question accomplished this breaking of the frame not by enacting the role to which they had been assigned (including the opinions of the role) but by recounting their personal experiences and personal opinions about bullying.
In part because this type of role-play simulation has a long history of use in language classroom contexts and in part because both instructors considered these students' reactions to be highly unusual, the instructors and I asked ourselves how and why this type of breaking of frame could have occurred. We asked ourselves whether the problem could have been with the design or the execution of the role-play, with a lack of understanding of the activity by novice participants, or whether the problem was with the nature of the topic itself. Our hypothesis was that the breaking of the role-play frame was due primarily to the emotionally charged nature of the topic. This hypothesis was supported by the following factors: First, both instructors had considerable experience using role-play simulations in language and language pedagogy classes (in fact, one of the instructors, who was also the designer of the roleplay, has over 20 years of experience using role-play simulations); second, virtually all the students had role-play experience; third, both instructors reported these rolebreaking incidents to be highly unusual-so unusual that they reported not having witnessed this kind of breaking of frame in previous role-plays. Upon further consideration, I began to question whether this breaking of frame might reveal a complex problem having to do with the nature of role-play as a practice for socializing culturally embedded identities, attitudes, and behavioral competencies, as well as specific language skills. To explain how I have been exploring this possibility, I have divided this discussion into the following sections:
• The situation: A brief description of the role-play • Reconceptualizing role-play as socialization practice • Perspectives on role-play from frame analysis, language socialization, and discursive psychology • Implications for understanding and using role-play in pedagogical contexts
The situation: A brief description of the BULLYING role-play
The BULLYING role-play under discussion here was designed as a demonstration/ role-play training lesson for a graduate class in a TESL program (teaching English as a second language). As already indicated, the designer had over 20 years of experience not only designing and using role-play simulations for language-learning purposes but also teaching their use. She was the instructor for the first two classes in which the roleplay was run. The participants of the first performance were graduate students who were being trained in the use of role-plays as a highly valued resource for any language teaching program with an orientation toward communicative competence as its primary theoretical model. Many of the students in the class were already public school teachers. The participants of the second role-play performance were also graduate students who were receiving training to teach English but with two differences: First, they were being trained as teaching assistants in a university setting, and second, they were being trained to teach English to both native and nonnative speakers. In both classes, the role-play was conducted via face-to-face interaction. There are several small but notable differences between the first two and second two classes. The instructor for the second set of role-plays was a graduate student, but she had considerable experience using role-plays in the teaching of English as a second or foreign language both in the United States and abroad. Another difference was that the second instructor used the BULLYING role-play to train English-language learners in two ESL university writing classes (English as a second language). A third difference was that for the composition class, the role-play performance was accomplished not as a face-to-face discussion but as an online chat format.
Choice of the role-play topic
The choice of bullying as a role-play topic was in keeping with the common belief that role-plays are generally more successful when they engage students' interests; thus, facilitators often make an effort to use topics that are, for example, popular news topics that are easily understood by, as well as of interest to, most participants (see, e.g., Rosell, 2004) . This is true for role-plays designed to foster student-learner participation in many contexts in addition to language classes. For example, in explaining her choice of bullying as a role-play topic to foster discussion in a university psychology class, Michelle Rosell (2004) writes that she "selected the topic of bullying in schools because it has become a popular topic of discussion in the media, particularly since the occurrence of several school shootings in the US" (p. 55). In addition, she notes that research in the United States indicates that nearly 80% of middle school students reported witnessing, if not participating as a perpetrator or a victim of, bullying behavior in the 30 days leading up to the survey and that researchers have found ample evidence that bullying is commonly experienced, talked about in the media, and widely researched internationally. Indeed, one of the most prominent researchers on the topic of bullying, Dan Olweus (e.g., 1993) , has done so primarily in and on populations in Scandinavian countries. Because the evidence demonstrates that bullying is noticeably rampant in middle school in particular, the role-play exercise was designed to address such bullying (e.g., Bosworth, Espelage, & Simon, 1999; Espelage, Bosworth, & Simon, 2000) .
Design of the role-play
As mentioned, the BULLYING role-play was run in four classes, with two involving traditional face-to-face interaction and two involving an online chat simulation. The BULLYING role-play exercise was designed to be conducted in the following phases:
The breaking-role incidents
There are several ways, reasons, and consequences to help explain when and how participants break the boundaries of their assigned roles. The following definition of breaking character, though theater based, can give some perspective: a theatrical term used to describe when an actor, while actively performing in character, slips out of character and behaves as his or her actual self. This is an acceptable occurrence while in the process of rehearsal, but is unheard of and extremely unprofessional while actively performing in front of an audience or camera. (Wikipedia, 2006, para. 1) By analogy, students who are running into technical difficulties while performing or who are feeling themselves ill-prepared to competently perform their roles may break character to help themselves improve their performance. There is evidence that this kind of breaking role did occur in the chat simulations (discussed below). Another kind of breaking role occurred when participants simply went off topic, even using code-switching, to have a personal chat with one another; this kind of side conversation can be likened to students in a class chatting with each other while others in the class are remaining on task. These are not the types of breaking-role incidents that I am focusing on here. Rather, I am addressing those incidents that occurred when a participant broke character to address the topic of bullying, not from the point of view of one's role, but from a point of view that represented one's personal experiences, feelings, and opinions. These are the incidents that were judged highly unusual by the instructors, and these are the incidents that I am arguing represent a marked or drastic breaking of not just role but also the frame of roleplay activity itself.
The roles
All the breaking-frame incidents occurred during the in-service workshop simulation. The roles included president of the Parent-Teacher Association, parent of a son who was bullied, parent of a daughter who was bullied, teacher, principal, assistant principal, school counselor, and president of the board of education. Part of the role-play task was to discuss up to six bullying scenarios involving students at the middle school, with which all of these roles are identified. At least two instances of role breaking are of significance for the discussion at hand. In one instance, the participant was assigned the role of principal, and in the other, the assigned role was that of counselor. Because the role-plays were designed as pedagogical exercises and not research exercises, no participant made a simultaneous or immediate recording (e.g., in the form of audio-or videotape or field notes) of what was said and done before or during the face-to-face breaking-frame incidents. However, there is a written record of the computer-based chat incidents.
Because the chat version was designed to be typed for public viewing as well as saved for future evaluation and discussion, there is a record of what participants wrote during the course of the role-play (see Blackshear Hull, 2008 [this issue], p. 000).
[PE:PAGE] I was therefore able to examine at least one obvious role-break occurrence.
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In this occurrence, a participant who was playing the role of counselor wrote:
When i was a child . . . my father told me that why somebody try to bully me like call me names, i just should ignore it (unless when they beat me, I should tell the teacher) . . . time by time, they will get bored and stop it . . . i don't know if it works here in the firth and sixth case. (Blackshear Hull, 2008, p. 000) [PE:PAGE] From this entry, it is evident that the participant recalled and then recounted what her father had told her about how to react to bullying, thereby speaking in her own voice rather than in the voice of her role. By adding that she did not know if what her father had said would work in two of the situations described in the role-play scenario, the participant is simultaneously connecting the created world of the scenario with the actual world of personal experience.
Although there is no recording of the instance in which the participant playing the principal broke out of his role, the instructor, as a credible witness, reports unequivocally that the individual assigned to play the role of the principal did not represent the role as assigned but instead recounted personal experience, as did the person playing the counselor in the chat version. What is more, the person who played the role of the principal went even further by using his experience as the basis for openly disagreeing with the basic premise of the simulation itself-that bullying is a huge problem among school children and adolescents.
To argue and examine why these two instances of breaking role constitute what Goffman (1974 Goffman ( /1986 ) might call an instance of breaking frame, I first revisit how we generally define role-play, and then I discuss how frame analysis, language socialization, and the "bad subject" theory can help shed light on the robust yet volatile nature of role-play as a pedagogical and socialization practice.
Reconceptualizing role-play as socialization practice
The idea of reconceptualizing role-play is deliberately reminiscent of Crookall, Oxford, and Saunders's article "Towards a Reconceptualization of Simulation: From Representation to Reality" (1987) . In this article, Crookall et al. propose two ideas that are relevant to this discussion. First, they identify role-play as one type of simulation. In other words, they argue that simulation is a general category that incorporates, for example, games as well as role-play. Second, they argue that although simulation as a general category of activity can be understood as being representational of reality as opposed to being reality itself, the distinction between these two dimensions or worlds is not always clear in actual practice. The goal of this article is not (nor can it be in the space allotted) to examine, dispute, or agree with Crookall and colleagues' argument in detail. Nevertheless, I think it useful to state briefly that I do agree with them on the following: that role-play is a category of simulation, that the line between what is taken by participants as being representational versus real is often blurred, that one of the primary sources for this blurring is a participant's emotional response (rather than one's intellectual response) to the "affective specifications" (p. 158), and that role-play simulations are particularly powerful as pedagogical and socialization tools primarily because they can "become projective events that allow participants to create and explore their own social realities" (p. 159).
Role-play as a training tool
According to the Cambridge Advanced Learner's Dictionary (Cambridge Dictionaries Online, 2007), role play is a noun that means "pretending to be someone else, especially as part of learning a new skill: Role play is used in training courses, languagelearning and psychotherapy" (entry under "role play"). As so defined, role-play can and has been seen not only as a type of simulation but also as a type of interactional practice. Moreover, as such a practice, role-play can be used to teach and learn a variety of skills and competencies-for example,
• in training courses, role-play is used to train participants to acquire a procedural or a performative skill, such as how to fly an airplane; • in academic courses in general but in language classes in particular, role-play is used to help participants develop culturally appropriate as well as linguistically skilled communicative competence; and • in counseling and conflict management, as well as in psychotherapy more narrowly defined, role-play is used to foster social, psychological, and emotional competency, including the ability to empathize with the feelings and beliefs of others.
With respect to the last point, the ability to empathize is often associated with the ability to behave with social and moral responsibility (e.g., Poorman, 2002) .
The tendency in scientific and scholarly research to analytically separate the above kinds of procedural, linguistic, and psychological competencies is understandable; however, the fact that role-play simulations are used to teach and learn all these skills clearly indicates that these competencies are not separate but interrelated. One example of the close relationship between procedural and psychotherapeutic role-play involves the use of simulations to train hostage negotiators (Van Hasselt et al., 2005; Van Hasselt et al., 2006) . Another example is seen in the pedagogical practice of choosing role-play topics that are not only current in the media but are also likely to resonnate with most participants. Moreover, part of the theory behind using such topics is that they are likely to enhance emotional involvement and, thus, commitment to performing the role-play exercise with full attention. With respect to the topic of bullying, it is not surprising that the participants in the session that included a large percentage of public school teachers made the suggestion that the role-play be developed for use within in-service training for teachers and administrators to help them better deal with bullying in their schools. Similarly, I am proposing that it is not all that surprising that more than one participant in these bullying role-plays could have felt so strongly about the topic that they chose to not only break role but also break frame. To explain how these incidents constitute a fundamental breaking of frame, more than just a breaking of role, I first give a brief review of how the dual and related theories of frame analysis and language socialization can shed light on the nature of role-play as a tool for the training of communicative competencies in particular as well as a fundamental tool for socializing culturally embedded values and practices in general.
Perspectives from frame analysis, language socialization, and discursive psychology
In this article, I suggest that role-play simulations constitute a particularly robust, highly complex, and multilayered type of language socialization practice. In addition and in relation to this suggestion, I propose that the participants who broke from their assigned roles in the bullying role-play to talk about their experiences were doing an activity that corresponds with Goffman's idea of breaking frame (1974/1986 ) and with what Kulick and Schieffelin (2004) have identified as the bad subject theory to explain what might be happening when socialization efforts go awry. However, to clarify how the participants in question might be identified as bad subjects for having broken the frame of their role-play activity, I first offer as an analytical framework a brief overview of language socialization and the concept of the interactional routine.
Language socialization as an analytic framework
In this article, the pedagogical activity of role-play simulations is being characterized as a type of complex, multilayered language socialization practice. According to Schieffelin and Ochs (1986) , language socialization research "concerns two major areas of socialization: socialization through the use of language and socialization to use language" (p. 163). Although language socialization research methodology originally focused on investigating how children learn their first language and their first culture's social practices and beliefs, language socialization soon expanded to include the study of how novices of all ages "acquire tacit knowledge and principles of social order and systems of belief through exposure and participation in languagemediated activities" (Ochs, 1986, p. 2) . Studies of language socialization among adults include Jacoby and Gonzales's study "The Constitution of Expert-Novice in Scientific Discourse" (1991), Capps and Ochs's study of the language socialization of panic and agoraphobia (1995), Fader's work "Literacy, Bilingualism and Gender in a Hasidic Community" (2001), and Jacobs-Huey's study "Language Socialization in a Southern, African American Cosmetology School" (2003) . Of relevance to this discussion are two additional foci of language socialization research among children and adults: one, language socialization and communicative competence approaches to second-language acquisition (see, e.g., Poole, 1992; Savignon, 1991 Savignon, , 2001 Watson-Gegeo, 2004) and, two, studies that focus on the language socialization of stance and affect (e.g., Cook, 1996; Kulick & Schieffelin, 2004) .
Language socialization approaches to second-language acquisition are of note here in that they tend to support a communicative competence approach to language, which in turn provides a theoretical support for using second-language classroom techniques that include simulations in general and role-play simulations in particular. Additionally, language socialization can offer a particularly powerful approach to understanding how language can mediate the socialization of stance and affect (e.g., Kulick & Schieffelin, 2004; Ochs, 1989) . The idea that stance and affect are subject to socialization through language and interaction is of particular note here in that this idea has the potential to help explain why bullying as a role-play topic could have prompted some participants to break role to express their personal reactions to the topic at hand.
Application of language socialization methodology
Before continuing, I think it important to note that although this discussion employs language socialization principles to help explain how and why role-play simulations constitute a multilayered activity that brings together, in a fluid and therefore unpredictable fashion, a number of socialization practices, this article does not represent a traditional language socialization study per se. Kulick and Schieffelin (2004) state that "language socialization studies should fulfill three criteria. They should be ethnographic in design, longitudinal in perspective, and they should demonstrate the acquisition (or not) of particular linguistic and cultural practices over time and across contexts" (p. 350). Because the discussion in this article does not represent a focused ethnographic and longitudinal study, it cannot be-nor is there any attempt to characterize it as an example of-language socialization research strictly speaking. Nevertheless, the kind of role-play simulation under scrutiny here is one used in second-language learning situations because educators recognize that it provides an activity that has evidence of encouraging participants to learn not only linguistic form but also how to use these forms in socioculturally appropriate contexts; in other words, role-play simulations are understood to be particularly useful for teaching communicative competence. This usefulness is directly related to the way that these role-plays simulate socially and culturally embedded interactional routines.
Interactional routines
One of the cardinal principles defining language socialization as a practice by language socialization researchers is that socialization practices are embedded within the context of culturally valued interactional routines-that is, within the context of similar and recurring types of activities, including types of events (e.g., Goodwin, 1990 , on situated activities; Hymes, 1974, on activity and event; and Levinson, 1992 , on activity types). What is more, many of these routinized activities and events do not simply use language but are fundamentally linguistic (cf. Hymes, 1974; Kulick & Schieffelin, 2004; Levinson, 1992; Ochs, 1986) ; such activities include teasing, storytelling, negotiating, begging, gossiping, and, most notably for this discussion, some forms of bullying behavior. Verbal bullying can include hurtful gossip as well as threatening, taunting, and name-calling (e.g., Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Olweus, 1993; Simmons, 2002) .
Three principles related to interactional routines are relevant for this discussion on role-play:
First, researchers in multiple disciplines (e.g., anthropology and psychology) have found that even informal games and role-plays engaged in by children (e.g., playing house; cf. Goodwin, 1990 ) perform a significant function in the socialization of first-language and first-culture practices and beliefs. For example, language socialization researchers have identified interactional routines such as knock-knock games as being a primary means to teach children how to participate in this type of greeting in actual social situations (e.g., Peters & Boggs, 1986) . Second, researchers in multiple disciplines (e.g., conversation analysis and ethnomethodolgy, as well as language socialization) have found that in ongoing, real-time, real-life interaction, nothing is certain and everything is subject to spontaneous negotiation, including social identities and relationships (e.g., Goodwin, 1990; Kulick & Schieffelin, 2004; Ochs, 1986) . Third, role-play as an activity is fundamentally suited to interconnecting-or in Goffman's terms laminating (1974/1986 )-those frames that categorize activities as play or fantasy on one hand with those frames that categorize activities as serious or real on the other.
Frame analysis
The use of the term breaking frame as opposed to simply using breaking character or even breaking role is meant to invoke the theories of the psychiatrist Gregory Bateson (1955 Bateson ( /1972 )-particularly, his highly influential essay "A Theory of Fantasy and Play"; the sociologist Erving Goffman (1974 Goffman ( /1986 , including his volume on frame analysis; the theater arts scholar Richard Schechner (1977 Schechner ( , 1988 ; and the anthropologist Victor Turner (1983 Turner ( , 1986 ). Schechner and Turner, for example, worked to show that there is a strong relationship between playing social roles in life and playing representational roles in religious ritual, as well as in theater, and that all these types of role-play perform a significant function in the socialization of cultural values and practices as well as in the interactional construction of social identities and institutions.
This socioanthropological line of research and theory is as highly relevant here as it is broad and complex. Therefore, for this discussion, I focus on two basic ideas. The first idea is that of frame, which Goffman (1974 Goffman ( /1986 ) defines as follows:
It has been argued that a strip of activity will be perceived by its participants in terms of the rules or premises of a primary framework, whether social or natural. . . . It has also been argued that these frameworks are not merely a matter of mind but correspond in some sense to the way in which an aspect of the activity itself is organizedespecially activity directly involving social agents. Organizational premises are involved, and these are something cognition somehow arrives at, not something cognition creates or generates.
Given their understanding of what it is that is going on, individuals fit their actions to this understanding and ordinarily find that the ongoing world supports this fitting. These organizational premises-sustained both in the mind and in activity-I call the frame of the activity [italics added]. (p. 247)
I am proposing that formalized role-play activities, such as the BULLYING roleplay under discussion here, constitute activity frames whose rules participants are expected to understand and follow. When participants do not follow these premises or rules, they can be seen as breaking frame. The second idea, proposed by Bateson (1955 Bateson ( /1972 and then expanded on by Goffman (1974 Goffman ( /1986 , is that most activities can be identified by participants as either taking place in the world, or frame, of fantasy or play on one hand and in the world of the literal or reality on the other. Participants use and interpret different kinds of keys-that is, hints and cues-to determine which frame is being accessed, the serious or the play frame (Goffman, 1974 (Goffman, /1986 ; see also, Gumperz, 1982 , for his theory of contextualization cues, and Watson-Gegeo, 2001, on socializing fantasy and reality among Kwara'ae children).
The categorization of role-plays as fantasy or play versus literal or serious can become problematic, however-particularly when activities are being framed as formal learning exercises, such as those associated with skills training, language learning, and psychotherapy. For example, participants are much more likely to blur the boundaries between what they experience as play versus serious (or representational versus real) when they perform roles that are evaluated as a test, especially if it is a high-stakes test that will determine future employment. Although I have no doubt that there are a number of additional explanations for why blurring or breaking frame might occur during the course of a role-play, the one that I want to address is related to what Kulick and Schieffelin (2004) have identified as the bad subject theory.
The bad subject theory
As described by Kulick and Schieffelin (2004) , the bad subject theory does not represent an effort to understand why, for example, children willfully transgress adult restrictions or why novices sometimes simply "get things 'wrong'" (p. 355) . Rather, bad subject theory represents an effort to understand "subjects who do not recognize or respond to calls to behave in particular, socially sanctioned ways" (p. 355, citing Althusser, 1971) . Traditionally, this kind of identification of bad subjects would have been applied primarily to what are called social deviants and judged as somehow being "bad" for and in society. In the theory of the bad subject, however, the term bad is not meant as a kind of value judgment; rather, the term is used as a way of identifying people who respond in ways that ignore or even rebel against socially ideal or expected ways to participate in routinized socialization practices. In other words, bad subjects are not viewed here as being deviant or bad people in the judgmental sense. Rather, bad subjects are being characterized here as not recognizing or responding "to socially powerful, coercive calls to inhabit certain subject positions" (Kulick & Schieffelin, 2004, p. 355) . In the case of role-plays, a participant can be seen as a bad subject when he or she does not respond to the rules of the scenario-for example, by not responding to the call to inhabit a specific role.
As Kulick and Schieffelin (2004) point out, researchers have proposed a number of theories explaining why a participant might not respond to social pressure to play a particular role. One theory is that people become bad subjects because of their individual temperament. Another theory is that bad subjects are resistant to usual socialization practices because they have been socialized to rebel-for example, through their having experienced abuse and other severe treatment while growing up or their maltreatment by social institutions to which they were subjected (cf. Althusser, 1971 ). Yet another explanation relates to discursive psychology (e.g., Billig, 1997) , which posits the idea that the interactional nature of discourse, especially conversational forms of discourse, allows participants to do more than transmit alreadyconstructed socially shared attitudes and beliefs. Such interactionally embedded discourse allows participants to construct and/or make transparent the ideas and feelings that they had until this point either psychologically or emotionally repressed or at least left unarticulated. Moreover, the stronger the repressed and unarticulated feelings, the more likely the speaking agents are to expressing those feelings once they are touched on, deliberately or not, during the course of social interaction. Combine this tendency with (a) the ambiguity of the play versus real frame inherent in role-play simulations in general and (b) the emotional charge inherent in a bullying role-play simulation in particular, and it is not surprising that one or more participants would not necessarily choose but feel compelled to break the role-play frame by speaking to and about their own experience of the real and, thus, the more immediately consequential frame of everyday life.
Implications for using role-play in pedagogical contexts
There are advantages and disadvantages to using role-play simulations that deal with highly provocative and potentially emotional topics. On one hand, participants are more likely to give full effort and be motivated to accomplish the tasks and thereby acquire the skills being taught, when a role-play is about something that they find personally meaningful. On the other hand, participants may be more likely to feel compelled, consciously or not, to break frame. Specifically, the potential for participants to entirely commit to or break frame with the scenario and their roles in it will depend on a number of factors:
• the implicit as well as explicit socialization or training goals to which the role-play is being put (e.g., a test is more likely to be taken seriously than an ungraded classroom exercise, and a hostage negotiation role-play is likely to be taken more seriously than a telephone sales role-play); • the degree of congruence, especially affective stance congruence, that exists between the specifications of the role and the player of that role (cf. Crookall et al., 1987) ; and • the degree of emotional intensity that the participant feels toward the role-play topic or situation.
Given the above observation, at least one remaining question involves what to do when a role-play prompts participants to break frame, not for technical reasons, but for emotional or otherwise personal ones. Technical reasons can include, for example, seeking information about the scenario or role. Emotional and personal reasons can include instances in which the scenario or role profile becomes so meaningful that it brings to surface the kinds of deep-seated emotions that human beings so often repress and leave unexpressed.
In her article "Conflict and Roles in Simulations," Tjie (2002) discusses problems related to the advisability of using role-plays that are intended to engender conflictin this case, whaling. Tjie came to the conclusion that the inherent conflicts associated with the topic were exacerbated because of the intercultural communication demands associated with running this simulation in a largely but not exclusively Asian population. Kamimura (2002) offers a similar perspective on the same roleplay topic. In the BULLYING role-play simulation, the multicultural nature of the population does not seem to have contributed to the type of breaking of frame under discussion here; it appears that bullying, especially among children and adolescents, occurs worldwide (see, e.g., the international list of bullying resources at Bullyonline .org, n.d.) . 2 However, it appears from the reactions of many of the participants (and from the discussions in the debriefing) that the subject of bullying hit an emotional chord, thereby indicating that the topic, by its nature, has an especially high potential for overlapping into the activity or frame normally reserved for psychotherapy or conflict resolution and not just for language pedagogy or even training in crosscultural communicative competence.
As pointed out by Kamimura (2002) , Tjie (2002) , and Smythe (2002) , for example, this kind of emotionally induced breaking of frame can be problematic, especially if the purpose of the role-play is to improve communicative competence and not to accomplish a psychotherapeutic or behavior-training type of outcome. This begs the question whether potentially controversial and emotional topics and situations should be avoided when dealing with a topic or situation that is not the focus of the role-play training. Given that participant responses are never entirely predictable, it seems to me that this decision needs to be based on the instructors' best judgment regarding the current situation with respect to their understanding of what topic and scenarios might provoke potential participants into responding not as "good" subjects but as "bad" ones. One question that remains, however, is what to do when a role-play does prompt participants to break frame in this way. This is a question that only the facilitators of particular role-plays can answer, primarily because the decision maker must take into consideration multiple factors, most of which are particular to the situation at hand, including the nature of the issue, the personalities of the participants, and the kind of affective or stance requirements of the simulation role profile. In closing, I wish to note here that in the debriefing that took place in the class that included a majority of practicing public school teachers, several of the teachers suggested that a version of the role-play simulation could be an important in-service training tool to help teachers and administrators begin to deal confidently and coherently with the problem of bullying among children and adolescents in our kindergarten through 12th-grade schools.
Notes
1. Two more could be judged as such, but I would need to make an extended conversational analysis of the transcript to make that argument.
2. There was an instance in which a foreign student had trouble understanding the nature of his school administrator role, but I am not identifying this as an emotion-based role break.
